The Equivalence of Online and Paper-Pencil Measures of Emotional Intelligence by Barbara B. Meyer et al.
Selection of our books indexed in the Book Citation Index 
in Web of Science™ Core Collection (BKCI)
Interested in publishing with us? 
Contact book.department@intechopen.com
Numbers displayed above are based on latest data collected. 
For more information visit www.intechopen.com
Open access books available
Countries delivered to Contributors from top 500 universities
International  authors and editors
Our authors are among the
most cited scientists
Downloads
We are IntechOpen,
the world’s leading publisher of
Open Access books
Built by scientists, for scientists
12.2%
122,000 135M
TOP 1%154
4,800
10 
The Equivalence of Online and Paper-Pencil 
Measures of Emotional Intelligence 
Barbara B. Meyer, Susan E. Cashin and William V. Massey 
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee 
USA 
1. Introduction 
Improved access to the Internet along with technological advances in hardware and 
software are prompting social scientists to move their research pursuits from the laboratory 
into cyberspace. While evidence suggests that online research is equivalent if not superior to 
traditional offline (i.e., paper-pencil [PP]) methods (Buchanan & Smith, 1999; Campos et al., 
2011; Lonsdale et al., 2006; Meyerson & Tryon, 2003; Naus et al., 2009; Preckel & Thiemann, 
2003), caution is urged in summarily generalizing research methods and results from one 
format to another. To address one of the key limitations of Internet research (i.e., 
measurement error), scholars have begun to examine the reliability and validity of online 
test formats. In studies of matched or paired samples who completed electronic and PP 
measures of various psychological constructs (e.g., personality, burnout, intellectual 
giftedness), results suggest comparable psychometric properties, factor structure, and 
outcomes across the data collection methods (Buchanan & Smith, 1999; Campos et al., 2011; 
Lonsdale et al., 2006; Meyerson & Tryon, 2003; Naus et al., 2009; Preckel & Thiemann, 2003).  
While the literature reviewed above supports the general reliability and validity of Internet 
data collection in psychological research, it cannot be assumed that all psychological tests 
are equivalent across methods. Before we can consider online data collection as standard 
operating procedure and confidently combine the results of data collected from mixed 
formats, the influence of survey format on responses to specific assessment inventories must 
be evaluated. Little is known, for example, about the online assessment of the popular 
psychological construct emotional intelligence (EI). 
2. Emotional intelligence   
Since its introduction (Salovey & Mayer, 1990), EI, or the ability to perceive, utilize, 
understand, and manage emotions, has received consistent attention in both the scholarly 
and popular press. Despite ongoing debate over theoretical underpinnings and assessment 
techniques, scholars and practitioners alike have remained steadfast in their quest to use EI 
to describe, predict, and explain various outcomes (e.g., depression and anxiety, problem 
behavior, substance use, employee and customer satisfaction, etc.) across domains 
(Kafetsoios & Zampetakis, 2008; Martins et al., 2010; Siu, 2009; Trinidad & Johnson, 2002). 
Lack of agreement among applied researchers as to the conceptualization and assessment of 
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EI can result in, among other things, different EI profiles or recommendations for the same 
person (Brackett & Mayer, 2003). In an effort to better understand the need for a consistent 
approach to EI assessment in the applied context, we review below the theoretical models 
and corresponding assessment inventories typically used in EI research.  
2.1 Conceptualization and assessment of emotional intelligence 
Most of the research on the application of EI is informed by one of two models:  the mixed 
model or the ability model. Mixed models suggest that EI encompasses both mental abilities 
(i.e., emotional self-awareness, empathy, problem-solving, impulse control) and self-
reported personality characteristics (i.e., mood, genuineness, warmth) (Sternberg et al., 
2000). Conversely, the ability model of EI represents an intelligence involving emotion, and 
the ability to use the information encoded in emotion to direct cognition and motivate 
behavior. The most commonly utilized mixed models and ability approaches, along with 
their associated assessment tools, are reviewed below.  
2.1.1 Goleman’s mixed model of emotional intelligence 
According to Goleman (1995), EI includes “abilities such as being able to motivate oneself 
and persist in the face of frustrations; to control impulse and delay gratification; to regulate 
one’s moods and keep distress from swamping the ability to think; to empathize and to 
hope” (Goleman, 1995, p.34). These capabilities are present in 20 competencies that fall 
within four separate domains: self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, and 
relationship management. Although Goleman’s work is popular among laypersons and 
scholars who are new to the study of EI, comprehensive evaluation is made difficult because 
to date, little if any peer-reviewed research has been informed by Goleman’s model or 
related measurement tool (Landy, 2005; Matthews et al., 2004).  
The aforementioned assessment tool, the Emotional Competence Inventory (ECI) – Version 
2, is a 110-item self-report measure of 20 behavioral competencies within four domains. Both 
the validity and reliability of the instrument have been called into question (Conte, 2005; 
Matthews et al., 2004), including the identification of considerable overlap between the ECI 
and measures of the Big Five personality factors (i.e., neuroticism, extraversion, openness, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness) (Conte, 2005; Matthews et al., 2004; Van Rooy & 
Viswesvaran, 2004). Since few independent peer-reviewed critiques of the ECI have been 
published, it is difficult to refute or confirm these concerns (Conte, 2005). 
2.1.2 Bar-On’s mixed model of emotional intelligence 
Consistent with Goleman, Bar-On’s mixed model approach suggests that EI is comprised of 
an array of trait and state characteristics, both of which influence an individual’s probability 
of success. In his model, Bar-On (1997) identifies five areas of functioning related to success: 
(a) intrapersonal (i.e., emotional self-awareness, assertiveness, self-regard, self-actualization, 
independence); (b) interpersonal (i.e., interpersonal relationships, social responsibility, 
empathy); (c) adaptability (i.e., problem solving, reality testing, flexibility); (d) stress-
management (i.e., stress tolerance, impulse control); and (e) general mood (i.e., happiness, 
optimism).  
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Bar-On uses the Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-i: Bar-On, 1997) to measure EI. The 
EQ-i is a 133-item self-report measure grouped into five higher-order dimensions. 
Although adequate test-retest reliability (r = .73) (Bar-On, 1997) and acceptable predictive 
validity (p = .20) (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004) have been established for the 
instrument, studies of concurrent validity suggest considerable overlap between the EQ-i 
and other psychological measures. Review of these convergent and discriminant validity 
data suggest that many items on the EQ-i pertain to personality attributes (e.g., optimism, 
emotional stability) (Bracket & Mayer, 2001; Conte, 2005; Dawda & Hart, 2000), so much 
so that it has been suggested that EI as conceptualized by Bar-On “may be a lower-level 
primary trait that could be placed below the Big Five in a multistratum model” (Matthews 
et al., 2004, p. 213).  
2.1.3 Mayer and Salovey’s ability model 
In contrast to the mixed models explained above, the ability model describes EI as an 
ability to recognize the meanings of emotions and their relationships, as well as the ability 
to use emotions to inform cognitive activities (e.g., reasoning, problem-solving) (Mayer et 
al., 2001). Informed by the aforementioned description, Mayer and Salovey (1997) 
conceptualized an ability model consisting of the four following skills or branches:  (a) 
Branch 1 (i.e., perception and expression of emotion), which encompasses the ability to 
identify and express one’s physical states, feelings, and thoughts; (b) Branch 2 (i.e., 
assimilating emotion in thought), which consists of the ability to use one’s emotions to 
prioritize thinking in productive ways; (c) Branch 3 (i.e., understanding and analyzing 
emotion), which encompasses the ability to label emotions and simultaneous feelings, and 
understand cognitions associated with shifts of emotion; and (d) Branch 4 (i.e., regulation 
of emotion), which consists of the ability to stay open to regulate emotions reflectively so 
as to promote emotional and intellectual growth. These branches represent a hierarchical 
structure whereby it is difficult to manage emotions (Branch 4) if you cannot first 
understand how your emotions influence your thoughts (Branch 3). Conceptualized in 
this way, EI is a mental skill or ability that develops over time with training and/or 
experience. 
At the time of writing, two assessment inventories frequently associated with the ability 
model are the performance-based Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test, 
Version 2.0 (MSCEIT V2.0: Mayer et al., 2002) and the perception-based Emotional 
Intelligence Scale (EIS: Schutte et al., 1998). Early factor analysis calculations for both 
inventories suggest a factor structure consistent with the ability model of EI, yielding a score 
for total EI and each of the four branches (i.e., perceiving emotion, assimilating emotion in 
thought, understanding emotion, managing emotion) (Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Mayer et al., 
2003; Schutte et al., 1998). More recently, however, Schutte and colleagues (Riley & Schutte, 
2003; Schutte et al., 2002) have suggested that EI is a unidimensional construct with the EIS 
providing only an overall score of EI.  
While research consistently suggests distinction between the MSCEIT and other 
psychological constructs, discriminant validity of the EIS has been called into question. 
For example, correlations between the MSCEIT and personality are weak, ranging from  
r = .03 to r = .28 for the Big Five (Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Brackett et al., 2006) and r = .04 
to r = .24 for the 16PF (O’Connor & Little, 2003). Although the research of Schutte et al. 
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(1998) suggests nonsignificant correlations between the EIS and four of the Big Five 
personality constructs, the research of others (Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Brackett et al., 
2006) suggests the EIS is not easily distinguishable from either personality or 
psychological well-being.  
2.2 Perceived versus performance measures of emotional intelligence 
Alluded to above, the MSCEIT and the EIS represent different types of EI measures, 
therefore potentially different EI constructs. A performance test like the MSCEIT evaluates 
individuals’ item responses against objective or predetermined scoring criteria, whereas a 
self-report or subjective measure such as the EIS asks individuals to judge how good they 
themselves are at recognizing emotions. In utilizing and/or interpreting measures of EI, five 
major differences between performance and self-report measures should be considered: (a) 
performance tests assess actual EI (i.e., maximal attainment), while self-report measures 
assess perceived EI (i.e., personality traits); (b) performance measures typically require more 
time to complete, score, and evaluate than self-report measures; (c) self-report measures 
require respondents to have insight into their own level of EI; (d) self-report measures are 
susceptible to response and social desirability bias; and (e) self-report measures are more 
strongly related to personality traits and psychological well-being than performance 
measures (Matthews et al., 2002; Wilhelm, 2005). It appears then that performance measures 
of EI are less likely than self-report measures to be influenced by personality and other 
psychological constructs, thereby providing a more true representation of EI ability.  
That said, there is a need to carefully consider not only the interpretation of results 
emanating from data collected by these diverse approaches, but also the instruments used to 
collect the data. Specifically, it has been suggested (Austin et al., 2004; Perez et al., 2005; 
Petrides & Furnham, 2000) that different types of measures assess two different constructs:  
self-report measures assess trait EI while performance measures assess state EI (i.e., EI 
ability). These discrepancies between trait and state EI have implications for the utility of the 
construct in professional practice, and may contribute to the contradictory profiles obtained 
for the same individuals (Brackett & Mayer, 2003).  
The disparities in EI assessment outlined above have implications for future research and 
application, yet say nothing about the use of electronic data collection. The relative ease and 
cost effectiveness of online EI data collection may facilitate research, thereby expediting 
standardization of theoretical and empirical approaches to the study of the construct. While 
the correlation between PP and online administration of the MSCEIT has been reported at  
r = .99 by creators of the instrument (Mayer et al., 2003), independent confirmation is 
warranted. Furthermore, examination of the validity of the online version of the self-report 
instrument (i.e., EIS), and comparison between the self-report and performance measures 
will inform future EI research. By exploring further the relationship between psychometric 
equivalence of online and offline EI assessment, the current research contributes to the 
theoretical and empirical foundation upon which Internet research and EI application can be 
advanced. The purposes of the current study, therefore, were to:  (a) examine the 
equivalence of online and PP measures of EI, and; (b) provide independent confirmation 
that the MSCEIT is a more accurate assessment of the ability model of EI, a conclusion that 
holds true in online format. 
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3. Methods 
3.1 Participants 
The sample of participants in the current study consisted of 157 individuals (109 women; 48 
men), ranging in age from 19 to 69. For the purposes of this study, online data collected from 
these individuals were compared to offline data collected from individuals in previous 
research (Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Schutte et al., 1998). Participants in all three samples were 
predominantly female and Caucasian. Average age in the current online sample was                 
31.73 +11.65, while average age in the two offline samples were 18.93+1.51(F)/19.51+1.17(M) 
and 29.27+10.23, respectively (Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Schutte et al., 1998).  
3.2 Measures 
Two EI inventories, both informed by the ability model of Mayer and colleagues, were 
used to measure the construct. One inventory was used to measure the personality 
construct. 
3.2.1 The MSCEIT 
The MSCEIT Version 2.0 (Mayer et al., 2002), a 141-item performance inventory, was used to 
record scores for total EI as well as each of the four branches (i.e., perceiving emotion, 
assimilating emotion in thought, understanding emotion, managing emotion). Factor 
analysis calculations suggest that the MSCEIT has a factor structure consistent with the four-
factor model of EI (Brackett & Mayer, 20001). Further analysis suggests a two-week test-
retest reliability of r = .86. Similarly, results suggest a lack of convergence between the 
MSCEIT and self-report (i.e., mixed model) EI measures, and discrimination between the 
MSCEIT and well-being scales as well as Big Five personality measures (Brackett & Mayer, 
2001; Conte, 2005). That is, EI as measured by the MSCEIT exists as a mental ability that is 
distinct from personality variables as well as other mixed measures of EI. 
Because the test publisher scores the MSCEIT, we were unable to calculate internal 
consistencies for our sample (Day & Carroll, 2004). It should be noted, however, that branch 
score reliability coefficients for consensus scoring have been shown to range from α= .79 to 
α = .91 (Mayer et al., 2004).  
3.2.2 The EIS 
The EIS (Schutte et al., 1998) is a 33-item self-report inventory that assesses the extent to 
which an individual can identify, understand, harness, and regulate emotions in self and 
others. Using a unidimensional conceptualization, adequate internal reliability (r = .87 to  
r = .90) and test-retest reliability (r = .78) have been reported (Schutte et al., 1998). Similarly, 
meta-analysis results (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004) indicate that the EIS had higher 
predictive validity than other EI measures (i.e., EQ-i, ECI). Studies of concurrent validity 
suggest moderate to strong correlations between the EIS and other personality measures 
(Brackett & Mayer, 2003;  Schutte et al., 1998;  Schutte et al., 2002). Examination of 
discriminant validity data yields contradictory results (Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Ciarrochi et 
al., 2001; Schutte et al., 1998). For example, the research of Schutte et al. (1998) suggests 
nonsignificant correlations between the EIS and four of the Big Five constructs while the 
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research of Bracket & Mayer (2003) suggests that the EIS is not easily distinguishable from 
either personality or well-being. 
Internal consistency reliability for the EIS in the current study was calculated as α =.89.  
3.2.3 Personality 
The Mini-Modular Markers (3M40: Saucier, 2002), a 40-item self-report inventory, was used 
to measure Big Five Personality factors (i.e., extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, 
emotional stability, openness). For the current sample, internal consistency reliabilities for 
the five scales of the 3M40 ranged from α = .74 to α = .86.  
3.3 Procedure and data analysis 
Online data collected in the current study were compared to PP data collected in previous 
studies.  
4. Results 
4.1 Online versus paper-pencil measures 
Calculations of z-scores were used to examine differences in correlation coefficients between 
measures of EI and personality collected via online format in the current study and via PP 
format in previous research (see Table 1). No statistical differences were detected between 
electronic and PP data when the MSCEIT was used to assess EI. These results suggest that 
the relationships between EI (as assessed by the MSCEIT) and personality hold steady when 
using either electronic or PP data collection. 
 
EIS MSCEIT 
3M40 
Current Study 
to Brackett & 
Mayer  
(2003) 
Current Study 
to Schutte  
et al. (1998) 
Brackett & 
Mayer (2003) 
to Schutte  
et al. (1998) 
Current Study to 
Brackett & Mayer 
(2003) 
Extraversion .52 .42 .19 -.18 
Agreeableness 3.47*** .86 -.75 -.10 
Conscientiousness .00 .18 .18  .18 
Emotional 
Stability 
5.60*** 2.98** .41  .46 
Openness -1.37 -1.23 -.61 -.57 
Note: Current study utilized online data collection while previous studies used paper-pencil collection. 
3M40 = Mini Module Markers; EIS = Emotional Intelligence Survey; MSCEIT = Mayer-Salovey-Caruso 
Emotional Intelligence Test. 
**p<.01, ***p<.001 
Table 1. z-Score Differences in Correlation Coefficients between Measures of Personality and 
Emotional Intelligence in Present and Previous Studies. 
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4.2 MSCEIT vs. EIS 
In an effort to compare the psychometric properties of the two disparate online measures 
of EI, correlation coefficients were calculated (see Table 2). Correlations show a 
statistically significant yet relatively weak relationship between the MSCEIT and EIS total 
scores. Correlations also suggest that the EIS has greater convergence with measures of 
personality than does the MSCEIT. Concomitantly, the MSCEIT displayed divergence 
from measures of personality, with significant yet weak relationships identified for only 
the Agreeableness and Openness scales (r = .27, p < .01; r = .19, p < .05, respectively). In 
both cases, as illustrated in Table 1, the EIS had a significantly stronger relationship with 
those two personality scales. Additionally, when using the EIS three statistically 
significant differences were identified between electronic data collected in the current 
study and PP data collected previously. Taken together, these results suggest that the 
MSCEIT is a more accurate measure of EI ability, a finding which holds true regardless of 
data collection format.  
 
   3M40 
Measure MSCEIT EIS 
Extraver-
sion 
Agreeable-
ness 
Conscienti-
ousness 
Emotional 
Stability 
Openness 
MSCEIT 1.00** .25** .09 .27** .05 -.03 .19* 
EIS  1.00** .37** .44** .25** .40** .30** 
Extraversion    .09 .08 .22** .20* 
Agreeableness     .38** .46** .19* 
Conscientio-
usness 
     .26** .11 
Emotional 
Stability 
      .11 
Note: 3M40 = Mini Module Markers; EIS = Emotional Intelligence Survey;  
MSCEIT = Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test.  
* p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
Table 2. Intercorrelations for Scores on Two Emotional Intelligence Measures and 
Personality 
5. Discussion 
The primary purpose of the current study was to examine the equivalence of online and PP 
measures of EI. No statistical differences were detected between correlations of online and 
PP administrations of the MSCEIT. Correlations between the MSCEIT and personality also 
held constant when using online or PP data collection. These results are consistent with 
previous research conducted by inventory creators who identified uniformity between 
online and PP administrations of the MSCEIT (Mayer et al., 2003). The finding of 
psychometric equivalence in the current study is also consistent with studies of other 
psychological variables (Campos et al., 2011; Lonsdale et al., 2006; Meyerson & Tryon, 2003; 
Naus et al., 2009; Preckel & Thiemann, 2003), most notably those of Buchanan and Smith 
(1999) who utilized two different study samples. Taken together, these results support the 
use of online administration of the MSCEIT to assess EI ability.  
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A secondary purpose of the current study was to compare the psychometric properties of 
two disparate online ability-based measures of EI. Tests of convergent and discriminant 
validity suggest that the EIS conceptualization of EI lacks discriminant validity and is 
largely indistinguishable from personality constructs (Brackett & Mayer, 2003). It appears, 
then, that assessment inventories based upon the self-report and trait approaches fail to 
provide new information about this discrete concept, making it difficult to differentiate 
between EI and various personality constructs. Similarly, this strong grounding in 
personality traits contradicts claims that EI is a group of skills that can be learned and 
developed over time (Goleman, 1995). As such, it may be appropriate to consider the ability 
model (i.e., MSCEIT) of EI for identifying emotion-based contributions to behavior. 
Additionally, the self-report nature of the EIS makes it susceptible to social desirability bias 
(Austin et al., 2004; Schutte et al., 1998), a fact which is exacerbated by a lack of reverse-
keyed items (i.e., lie-scale). These findings are consistent with those of other studies using 
traditional PP administration of the respective assessment inventories (Brackett & Mayer, 
2003; Brackett et al., 2006).  
5.1 Limitations and suggestions for future research conclusion 
Results of the current study support the use of online data collection to assess EI 
performance. That said, several limitations exist in the current study which should be 
considered in future research. While tests of convergent and discriminant validity 
demonstrate the psychometric equivalence of data obtained from electronic and PP 
administration of the MSCEIT, different samples were utilized. Specifically, online data 
collected in conjunction with the current study were compared to PP data collected by other 
researchers on different samples. Although similar methods were used in several studies 
(Fouladi et al., 2002; Gosling et al., 2004; Meyerson & Tryon, 2003) to validate Internet-based 
psychological research, these threats to internal validity could be reduced by employing 
random assignment to online and PP groups or counterbalanced repeated measures designs 
(Lonsdale et al., 2006).  
Similarly, various inventories were utilized to collect the personality data used in this study. 
Saucier’s (2002) 3M40 was used to measure Big Five Personality factors in the current study, 
while the Revised NEO Personality Inventory was used to measure the Big Five Personality 
factors in previously conducted studies (Brackett et al., 2006; Brackett & Mayer, 2003). It 
should be noted that still other measures of personality (i.e., 16 PF, original NEO Personality 
Inventory) have been used in studies (Caruso et al., 2002; Day & Carroll, 2004; Roberts et al., 
2001) examining the psychometric properties of various measures of EI. These disparate 
methods of assessing personality make it difficult to effectively assess the relationship 
between EI and personality. As such, researchers should consider coming to an agreement 
on the most acceptable measure for assessing personality.  
6. Conclusion  
Research in the area of EI continues to move forward, yet a lack of consistency in the 
assessment of the construct has slowed progress in the field from both an applied and an 
empirical standpoint. Given the interest in EI and its implications for performance in a 
variety of domains (e.g., sport, health, business; Meyer & Fletcher, 2007), the use of an 
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ability model to define and measure EI is deemed most appropriate. In an effort to facilitate 
evidence-based practice and to advance this line of research (i.e., share and compare results 
across studies and populations), there is a need to standardize the measurement of EI 
(Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Meyer & Fletcher, 2007). The discriminant validity of other EI 
measures (e.g., overlap with personality) and the need for a performance-based evaluation, 
support the results of the current study which suggest that the MSCEIT V2.0 be used as the 
criterion for assessment of EI. That said, the financial costs associated with delivery and 
scoring of PP versions of the MSCEIT V2.0 may have hindered past efforts to standardize 
assessment of EI. The results of the current study, in conjunction with the relative ease and 
cost-effectiveness of online data collection, should make it possible for EI researchers to 
standardize their collection of EI data through use of the MSCEIT V2.0.  
7. Acknowledgement 
We would like to thank Blake Pindyck for his help in the preparation of this manuscript.  
8. References 
Ashkanasy, N. M., Hartel, C. E. J., & Daus, C. S. (2002). Diversity and emotion: The new 
frontiers in organizational behavior research, Journal of Management, VOL 28, NO 3 
(June, 2002), pp. (307-338), ISSN 01492063 
Austin, E.J., Saklofske, D.H., Huang, S.H.S., & McKinney, D. (2004). Measurement of trait 
emotional intelligence: Testing and cross-validating a modified version of Schutte 
et al.’s (1998) measure. Personality and Individual Differences, VOL 36, NO 3 
(February, 2004), pp. (555-562), ISSN 01918869 
Bar-On, R. (1997). The emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-i): Technical Manual. Multi-Health 
Systems, Toronto, Ontario 
Brackett, M., & Mayer, J.D. (2001). Comparing measures of emotional intelligence. 
Proceedings of Third Positive Psychology Summit, Washington, DC, October, 2001 
Brackett, M., & Mayer, J.D. (2003). Convergent, discriminant, and incremental validity of 
competing measures of emotional intelligence. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, VOL 29, NO 9 (September, 2003), pp. (1147-1158), ISSN 01461672 
Brackett, M.A., Rivers, S.E., Shiffman, S., Lerner, N., & Salovey, P. (2006). Relating emotional 
abilities to social functioning: A comparison of self-report and performance 
measures of emotional intelligence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, VOL 
91, NO 4 (October, 2006), pp. (780-795) ISSN 00223514 
Buchanan, T., & Smith, J.L. (1999). Using the Internet for psychological research:  Personality 
testing on the World Wide Web, British Journal of Psychology, VOL 90, NO 1 
(February, 1999), pp. (125-144) ISSN 00071269 
Caruso, D.R., Mayer, J.D., & Salovey, P. (2002). Emotional intelligence and emotional 
leadership. In, Multiple intelligences and leadership: LEA’s organization and 
management series, M. Riggio (Ed), pp. (55-74), Lawrence Earlbaum, ISBN 978-
0805834666, Mahwah, NJ 
Conte, J.M., (2005). A review and critique of emotional intelligence measures. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, VOL 26, NO 4 (April, 2005), pp. (433-440), ISSN 08943796  
www.intechopen.com
 
Emotional Intelligence – New Perspectives and Applications 
 
192 
Day, A.L., & Carroll, S.A. (2004). Using an ability-based measure of emotional intelligence to 
predict individual performance, group performance, and group citizenship 
behaviors. Personality & Individual Differences, VOL 36, NO 6 (April 2004), pp. (1443-
1458) ISSN 01918869 
Dawda, D., & Hart, S. D. (2000). Assessing emotional intelligence: Reliability and validity of 
the Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-I) in university students. Personality 
and Individual Differences, VOL 28, NO 4 (April, 2000), pp. (797-812), ISSN 01918869 
Fouladi, R.T., McCarthy, C.J., & Moller, N.P. (2002). Paper-and pencil or online?  Evaluating 
mode effects of measures of emotional functioning and attachment. Assessment, 
VOL 9, NO 2 (June, 2002), pp. (204-215) ISSN 12066835 
Goleman, D. (1995). Emotional intelligence. Bantam Books, ISBN 055309503X, New York 
Gosling, S.D., Vazire, S., Srvastava, S., & John, O.P. (2004). Should we trust web-based 
studies? A comparative analysis of six preconceptions about internet 
questionnaires. American Psychologist, VOL 59, NO 2 (February, 2004) pp. (93-104), 
ISSN 14992636 
Landy, F.J. (2005). Some historical and scientific issues related to research on emotional 
intelligence. Journal of Organizational Behavior, VOL 26, NO 4 (June, 2005), pp. (411-
424), ISSN 10991379 
Lonsdale, C., Hodge, K., & Rose, E.A. (2006). Pixels vs. paper: Comparing online and 
traditional survey methods in sport psychology. Journal of Sport & Exercise 
Psychology, VOL 28, NO 1 (March, 2006), pp. (100-108), ISSN 08952779 
Matthews, G., Zeidner, M., & Roberts, R.D. (2002). Emotional intelligence: Science and myth. 
MIT Press, ISBN 978-0262134187, Cambridge, MA 
Mayer, J. D. (2001). A field guide to emotional intelligence. In, Emotional intelligence in 
everyday life: A scientific inquiry. J. Ciarrochi, J.P. Forgas, and J.D. Mayer (Eds.), pp. 
(3-24) Psychology Press, ISBN 978-1841690285, New York 
Mayer, J. D., & Salovey, P. (1997). What is emotional intelligence? In, Emotional development 
and emotional intelligence: Implications for educators, P. Salovey and D. Sluyter (Eds.),  
pp. (3-31), Basic Books, ISBN 978-0465095872, New York  
Mayer J.D., Salovey P., & Caruso, D.R. (2002). Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence 
Test (MSCEIT): User’s manual. Multi-Health Systems, Toronto, Ontario 
Mayer, J.D., Salovey, P., & Caruso, D.R. (2004). Emotional intelligence: Theory, findings, and 
implications. Psychological Inquiry, VOL 15, NO 3 (November, 2004) pp. (197-215), 
ISSN 15327965 
Mayer, J.D., Salovey, P., Caruso, D.R., & Sitarenios, G. (2003). Measuring emotional 
intelligence with the MSCEIT v2.0. Emotion, VOL 3, NO 1 (March, 2003), pp. (97-
105), ISSN 12899231 
Meyer, B.B., & Fletcher, T.B. (2007). Emotional intelligence: A theoretical overview and 
implications for research and professional practice in sport psychology. Journal of 
Applied Sport Psychology, VOL 19, NO 1 (January, 2007), pp. (1-15), ISSN 10413200 
Meyer, B.B., & Zizzi, S. (2007). Emotional intelligence in sport: Conceptual, methodological, 
and applied issues. In, Mood and human performance: Conceptual, measurement, and 
applied issues, A. Lane (Ed.),  pp. (131-154), Nova Science Publishers, ISBN 978-
1600212697, Hauppauge, NY 
www.intechopen.com
 
The Equivalence of Online and Paper-Pencil Measures of Emotional Intelligence 
 
193 
Meyerson, P., & Tryon, W.W. (2003). Validating Internet research: A test of the psychometric 
equivalence of Internet and in-person samples. Behavior Research Methods, 
Instruments, & Computers, VOL 35, NO 4 (November, 2003), pp. (614-620), ISSN 
03195541 
O’Connor, R.M., & Little, I.S. (2003). Revisiting the predictive validity of emotional 
intelligence: Self-report versus ability measures. Personality and Individual 
Differences, VOL 35, NO 8 (December, 2003), pp. (1893-1902), ISSN 01918869 
Perez, J.C., Petrides, K.V., & Furnham, A. (2005). Measuring trait emotional intelligence. In, 
Emotional intelligence: An international handbook, R. Schulze & R.D. Roberts (Eds.),  
pp. (181-201), Hogrefe & Huber, ISBN 978-0889372832, Cambridge, MA 
Petrides, K. V., & Furnham, A. (2000). On the dimensional structure of emotional 
intelligence. Personality and Individual Differences, VOL 29, NO 2 (August, 2005), pp. 
(313-320), ISSN 01918869 
Preckel, F., & Thiemann, H. (2003). Online- versus paper-pencil-version of a high potential 
intelligence test. Swiss Journal of Psychology, VOL 62, NO 2 (June, 2003), pp. (131-
138), ISSN 14210185 
Riley, H., & Schutte, N.S. (2003). Low emotional intelligence as a predictor of substance-use 
problems. Journal of Drug Education, VOL 33, NO 4 (2003), pp. (391-398), ISSN 
00472379 
Roberts, R.D., Zeidner, M., & Matthews, G. (2001). Does emotional intelligence meet 
traditional standards for intelligence? Some new data and conclusions. Emotion, 
VOL 1, NO 3 (September, 2001), pp. (196-231), ISSN 12934681 
Salovey, P., & Mayer, J.D. (1990). Emotional intelligence. Imagination, Cognition, & 
Personality, VOL 9, NO 3 (1990), pp. (185-211), ISSN 15414477 
Saucier, G. (2002). Orthogonal markers for orthoganol factors: The case of the Big Five. 
Journal of Research in Personality, VOL 36, NO 1 (February, 2002), pp. (1-31), ISSN 
20012335 
Schmidt, J.E., & Andrykowski, M.A. (2004). The role of social and dispositional variables 
associated with emotional processing in adjustment to breast cancer: An internet-
based survey. Health Psychology, VOL 23, NO 3 (May, 2004), pp. (259-266), ISSN 
02786133 
Schutte, N. S., Malouff, J. M., Hall, L. E., Haggerty, D. J., Cooper, J. T., Golden, C. J., et al., 
(1998). Development and validation of a measure of emotional intelligence. 
Personality and Individual Differences, VOL 25, NO 2 (August, 1998), pp. (167-177), 
ISSN 01918869 
Schutte, N. S., Malouff, J. M, Simunek, M., McKenley, J., & Hollander, S. (2002). 
Characteristic emotional intelligence and emotional well-being. Cognition and 
Emotion, VOL 16, NO 6 (November, 2002), pp. (769-785), ISSN 02699930 
Sternberg, R. J., Forsythe, G. B., Hedlund, J., Horvath, J. A., Wagner, R. K., Williams, W. M., 
Snook, S. A., & Grigorenko, E. L. (2000). Practical intelligence in everyday life. 
Cambridge, ISBN 978-0521659581, New York 
Trinidad, D. R., & Johnson, C. A. (2002). The association between emotional intelligence and 
early adolescent tobacco and alcohol use. Personality and Individual Differences, VOL 
32, NO 1(January, 2002), pp. (95-105), ISSN 01918869 
www.intechopen.com
 
Emotional Intelligence – New Perspectives and Applications 
 
194 
Van Rooy, D.L., & Viswesvaran, C. (2004). Emotional intelligence: A meta-analytic 
investigation of predictive validity and nomological net. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, VOL 65, NO 1 (August, 2004), pp. (71-95), ISSN 00018791 
Wilhelm, O. (2005). Measures of emotional intelligence: Practice and standards. In, Emotional 
intelligence: An international handbook, R. Schulze & R.D. Roberts (Eds.), pp. (131-
154), Hogrefe & Huber, ISBN 978-0889372832, Cambridge, MA 
www.intechopen.com
Emotional Intelligence - New Perspectives and Applications
Edited by Prof. Annamaria Di Fabio
ISBN 978-953-307-838-0
Hard cover, 288 pages
Publisher InTech
Published online 01, February, 2012
Published in print edition February, 2012
InTech Europe
University Campus STeP Ri 
Slavka Krautzeka 83/A 
51000 Rijeka, Croatia 
Phone: +385 (51) 770 447 
Fax: +385 (51) 686 166
www.intechopen.com
InTech China
Unit 405, Office Block, Hotel Equatorial Shanghai 
No.65, Yan An Road (West), Shanghai, 200040, China 
Phone: +86-21-62489820 
Fax: +86-21-62489821
Emotional intelligence is an emerging construct for applied research and possible interventions, both in
scholastic, academic and educational contexts, organizational contexts, as well as at an individual level in
terms of people's well-being and life satisfaction. From the presented contributions, it emerges how this
volume is characterized by an interest to give an international overview rich of stimuli and perspectives for
research and intervention, in relation to a promising variable of current interest, such as emotional intelligence.
The goal is that this book further contributes to the affirmation of a particularly promising variable, such as
emotional intelligence, which requires a greater interest and attention in both research and application field.
How to reference
In order to correctly reference this scholarly work, feel free to copy and paste the following:
Barbara B. Meyer, Susan E. Cashin and William V. Massey (2012). The Equivalence of Online and Paper-
Pencil Measures of Emotional Intelligence, Emotional Intelligence - New Perspectives and Applications, Prof.
Annamaria Di Fabio (Ed.), ISBN: 978-953-307-838-0, InTech, Available from:
http://www.intechopen.com/books/emotional-intelligence-new-perspectives-and-applications/the-equivalence-
of-online-and-paper-pencil-measures-of-emotional-intelligence
© 2012 The Author(s). Licensee IntechOpen. This is an open access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 3.0
License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in
any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.
